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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4 and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,878,415 issued to Olds (hereafter Olds '415) in view of the publication 
"Database Systems: Principles, Design, & Implementation" by Ricardo, published by 
MacMillan, 1990 (hereafter Ricardo '90). 

Claim 1: 

Regarding Claim 1, Olds '415 discloses a method for providing users associated with an 
organization access to documents that belong to a set of documents, comprising the steps of: 

- storing hierarchy data (Olds '415: col. 7, Ins. 59-64); 

- establishing a first mapping between the users and the set of nodes to the hierarchy data 
(Olds '415: col. 8,1ns. 16-21); 

- establishing a second mapping between the documents in said set of documents and the 
set of nodes (Olds '415: col. 8, Ins. 11-14); and 

- determining which documents in said set of documents a user is allowed to access based 
on the hierarchy data, the first mapping and the second mapping. 
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Olds '415 does not explicitly disclose that the hierarchy data is stored in a logical 
hierarchical data model: 

- that identifies: 

o a set of nodes that correspond to ORG-UNITS associated with the organization; 
and 

o hierarchical relationships between said nodes that reflect hierarchical relationships 
between the ORG-UNITS that correspond to said nodes; and 

- further to base the first mapping on the ORG-UNITS to which the users belong. 
Ricardo '90 discloses the IMS (TM) hierarchical database as distributed by International 

Business Machines (TM) and directives on designing hierarchical data models. Specifically, 
Ricardo '90 discloses logical hierarchical data model directives: 

- that identifies: 

o a set of nodes that correspond to ORG-UNITS associated with the organization 

(Ricardo '90: pp. 356-361); and 
o hierarchical relationships between said nodes that reflect hierarchical relationships 

between the ORG-UNITS that correspond to said nodes (Ricardo '90: pp. 356- 

361); and 

- further to base the first mapping on the ORG-UNITS to which the users belong (Ricardo 
'90: pp. 356-361). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the 
hierarchical data model directives of Ricardo '90 to the Olds '415 invention which generates a 



Application/Control Number: 09/728,909 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2171 

hierarchical mapping of ORG-UNITS. The motivation to accomplish said application is as 
follows: 

- Hierarchical databases are well-known in the art and are chosen for data models, such as 
the Applicant's notion of ORG-UNITS, that themselves are hierarchical. 

- In fact, the design of a data model of a hierarchical database is specifically driven by the 
consideration that, "the root node dominates all others, we should choose the structure 
that matches the most frequently asked or important questions" (Ricardo '90: p. 361). 

- Applicant observes in the prior art that, "Frequently, the position that one holds in a 
company dictates the documents to that the individual is allowed to access" 
(Specification (Applicant Admitted Prior Art): p. 1,1ns. 14-16), 

- The development of a hierarchical data model that matches frequent document access 
control for an organization matches the Applicant's notion of ORG-UNITS" a set of 
nodes that correspond to ORG-UNITS associated with the organization); and the 
mapping of hierarchical relationships between said nodes that reflect hierarchical 
relationships between the ORG-UNITS that correspond to said nodes. 

In short, a person having ordinary skill in the art, faced with the problem of mapping document 
access to a user's position in the company (Specification (Applicant Admitted Prior Art): p. 1, 
Ins. 14-16), to the hierarchical database of the Olds '415 invention (Olds '415: col. 7, Ins. 59-64), 
using the hierarchical data model directives of Ricardo '90 (Ricardo '90: pp. 356-361) is 
therefore motivated to modify the Olds '415 invention to create a logical hierarchical data model: 

- that identifies: 
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o a set of nodes that correspond to ORG-UNITS associated with the organization; 
and 

o hierarchical relationships between said nodes that reflect hierarchical relationships 
between the ORG-UNITS that correspond to said nodes; and 

- further to base the first mapping on the ORG-UNITS to which the users belong. 
Claims 2 and 4: 

Regarding Claims 2 and 4, Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination disclose all the 
limitations of Claim 1 (supra). Further note that Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination also 
disclose: 

- (Claim 2) wherein the step of determining includes determining that the user may access 
only a subset of documents in said set of documents, wherein said subset includes only 
documents that either: 

o map to a node to which the user maps (Olds '415: col. 4, Ins. 33-54); or 
o map to a node that, according to said hierarchical relationships, resides below a 
node to which the user maps (Olds '415: col. 4, Ins. 33-54). 

- (Claim 4) further comprising the step of automatically synchronizing the hierarchy data 
based on a new set of hierarchy information (Olds '415: col. 7, Ins. 21-44). 

Claim 3: 

Regarding Claim 3, Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination disclose all the limitations 
of Claim 2 (supra). Further note that Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination also disclose: 
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- further comprising the step of allowing the user to access the subset of documents 
without conveying to said user any information about documents in said set of documents 
that are not in said subset (Olds '415: col. 4, Ins. 33-54). 

Claims 13-16: 

Examiner notes that Claims 13-16 are the computer-readable medium carrying 
instructions embodiment of Claims 1-4 respectively, and are rejected on the same basis. 

3. Claims 5, 7-9 and 17, 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,684,990 issued to Boothby 
(hereafter Boothby '990). 
Claim 5: 

Regarding Claim 5, Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination disclose all the limitations 
of Claim 4 (supra). However, Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination do not explicitly 
disclose: 

- wherein the step of automatically synchronizing includes the steps of inserting nodes that 
appear in the new set of hierarchy information but not in the hierarchy data into the 
hierarchy data; moving nodes that have new positions in the new set of hierarchy 
information to new positions in the hierarchy data; and deleting nodes that appear in the 
hierarchy data but not in the new set of hierarchy information. 

Boothby '990 discloses a means of synchronizing disparate databases. Specifically, 
Boothby '990 discloses: 
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- wherein the step of automatically synchronizing includes the steps of inserting nodes that 
appear in the new set of hierarchy information but not in the hierarchy data into the 
hierarchy data; moving nodes that have new positions in the new set of hierarchy 
information to new positions in the hierarchy data; and deleting nodes that appear in the 
hierarchy data but not in the new set of hierarchy information (Boothby '990: col. 5, In. 
58 to col. 6, In. 39; Fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the 
synchronization means of Boothby '990 to the Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 combination. The 
motivation to combine is suggested by Boothby '990 which discloses the advantages of the 
Boothby '990 particular species of database synchronization, including the ability to 
automatically synchronize without user intervention or oversimplifying trump rules (Boothby 
'990: col. 1, Ins. 7-24; col. 2, In. 63 to col. 3, In. 5). 
Claim 7: 

Regarding Claim 7, Olds '41 5, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 5 (supra). Further note that Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby 
'990 in combination also disclose: 

- (Claim 6) wherein the step of inserting is performed before the step of moving, and the 
step of moving is performed before the step of deleting (Boothby £ 990: ). 

- wherein the step of inserting involves traversing the hierarchy represented by the new 
hierarchy information (Ricardo '90: pp. 357-358, note discussion regarding "preorder 
traversal"; pp. 379-380, note discussion regarding the ISRT (insert) command). 

Claim 8: 
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Regarding Claim 8, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 7 (supra). Further note that Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby 
'990 in combination also disclose: 

- wherein the step of traversing is performed using a transversal technique that ensures 
parent nodes are processed before their children nodes (Ricardo '90: pp. 357-358, note 
discussion regarding "preorder traversal"). 

Claim 9: 

Regarding Claim 9, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 8 (supra). Further note that Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby 
'990 in combination also disclose: 

- wherein the step of traversing is performed using a left-most tree transversal (Ricardo 
'90: pp. 357-358, note discussion regarding "preorder traversal"). 

Claims 17-21: 

Examiner notes that Claims 17-21 are the computer-readable medium carrying 
instructions embodiment of Claims 5-9 respectively, and are rejected on the same basis. 

4. Claims 6 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olds 
'415, Ricardo '90 and Boothby '990, and in view of information held in Official Notice. 
Claim 6: 

Regarding Claim 6, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 5 (supra). However, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in 
combination do not explicitly disclose: 
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- wherein the step of inserting is performed before the step of moving, and the step of 
moving is performed before the step of deleting. 

Examiner takes official notice it is well known in the art to set an order of operations is to 
be set on operations to guarantee consistency. In particular, it is well known in the art to set the 
order of operations such that moving is between the insert and delete operations. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the order 
of operations to the Olds '41 5, Ricardo '90, and Boothby c 990 combination. The motivation to 
combine is well known as in a synchronization operation as in Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and 
Boothby '990, setting the order of operations such that moving is between the insert and delete 
operations, guarantees the user the opportunity not to delete the recently inserted data. 
Claim 18: 

Examiner notes that Claim 18 is the computer-readable medium carrying instructions 
embodiment of Claim 6 respectively, and is rejected on the same basis. 

5. Claims 10-12 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,802,518 issued to 
Karaev et al. (hereafter Karaev '518). 
Claim 10: 

Regarding Claim 10, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 1 (supra). However, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in 
combination do not explicitly disclose: 
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- wherein the step of determining which documents said user is allowed to access is 
performed in response to a request received by a web server over a network from a 
browser on a client being used by said user. 

Karaev '518 discloses: 

- wherein the step of determining which documents said user is allowed to access is 
performed in response to a request received by a web server over a network from a 
browser on a client being used by said user (Karaev '518: col. 3, Ins. 21-57). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the 
document repository of Karaev '815 to the Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 
combination. The motivation to accomplish said combination is suggested by Karaev '815 
which discloses the general benefits of an electronic document repository as opposed to a 
physical paper document repository (Karaev '815: col. 1, Ins. 21-32). 
Claim 11: 

Regarding Claim 12, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in combination disclose 
all the limitations of Claim 1 (supra). However, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, and Boothby '990 in 
combination do not explicitly disclose: 
further comprising the steps of: 

o storing said set of documents in a repository accessible to said server; and 
o providing from said repository to said user over said network one or more 
documents that said user is allowed to access. 
Karaev '518 discloses: 

- further comprising the steps of: 
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o storing said set of documents in a repository accessible to said server (Karaev 

'518: col. 3, Ins. 22-30); and 
o providing from said repository to said user over said network one or more 

documents that said user is allowed to access (Karaev '518: col. 3, Ins. 58 to col. 

4, In. 5). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to apply the 
document repository of Karaev '815 to the Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 combination. The 
motivation to accomplish said combination is on the same basis as Claim 10 (supra). 
Claim 12: 

Regarding Claim 12, Olds '415, Ricardo '90, Boothby '990, and Karaev '815 in 
combination disclose all the limitations of Claim 1 1 (supra). Further note that Olds '415, 
Ricardo '90, Boothby '990, and Karaev '815 in combination disclose: 

- further comprising the step of implementing said repository in a relational database 

system (Karaev '815: col. 6, Ins. 57-61). 
Claims 22-24: 

Examiner notes that Claims 22-24 are the computer-readable medium carrying 
instructions embodiment of Claims 10-12 respectively, and are rejected on the same basis. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed July 19, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant's arguments are addressed as follows: 
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A. Applicant asserts, "Controlling access to objects based on hierarchical 
relationships between objects is not the same as controlling access to objects 
based on hierarchical relationships between ORG-UNITS of an organization." 
(Amendment: p. 4, Ins. 5-7). 

Examiner Responds: On the contrary, the access control of objects as disclosed 
by Olds c 415 and the access control of the ORG-UNITS as recited by applicants 
are both access control means positing a hierarchical structure. Therefore, Olds 
'415 is analogous to Applicant's recitation. Differences between Olds c 415 and 
Applicant's claims are addressed by modifications to Olds '415 as described by 
Ricardo '90 and other prior art in the office action. 

B. Applicant argues, "The hierarchies allegedly disclosed by Olds ['41 5] and 
Ricardo ['90] cannot be mixed and matched based solely on the rationale that they 
are both hierarchies." (Amendment: p. 4, Ins. 14-16). 

Examiner Responds: The motivation to combine was not solely based on the 
rationale that ORG-UNITS and the object tree of Olds '415 were both hierarchies. 
In Examiner's rejection of Claim 1 (Prior Office Action: Subsection 2, paragraph 
5), Examiner argues: 

Hierarchical databases are well-known in the art and are chosen for data models, such as the 
Applicant's notion of ORG-UNITS, that themselves are hierarchical. 
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In fact, the design of a data model of a hierarchical database is specifically driven by the 
consideration that, "the root node dominates all others, we should choose the structure that 
matches the most frequently asked or important questions" (Ricardo '90: p. 361). 
Applicant observes in the prior art that, "Frequently, the position that one holds in a company 
dictates the documents to that the individual is allowed to access" (Specification (Applicant 
Admitted Prior Art): p. 1, Ins. 14-16), 

The development of a hierarchical data model that matches frequent document access control 
for an organization matches the Applicant's notion of ORG-UNITS; a set of nodes that 
correspond to ORG-UNITS associated with the organization); and the mapping of hierarchical 
relationships between said nodes that reflect hierarchical relationships between the ORG- 
UNITS that correspond to said nodes. 

Thus, the combination of Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 is not only based on both 
structures being hierarchies, but also on explicit, normative teachings by Ricardo 
'90 and Applicant Admitted Prior Art. 

Examiner further points out that MPEP, § 21 12 states, "Something which is old 
does not become patentable upon the discovery of a new property." Applicant is 
claiming a hierarchical structure for access control. However, as stated above, 
Olds '415 and Ricardo '90 in combination read on a hierarchical structure for 
access control. Applicant asserts that pending application is distinguished from 
prior art since Applicant is claiming a hierarchical structure for access control for 
ORG-UNlTs. This structure of ORG-UNITs is based on Applicant's observation 
that, "Frequently, the position that one holds in a company dictates the documents 
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to that the individual is allowed to access" (Specification (Applicant Admitted 
Prior Art): p. 1,1ns. 14-16). The fact that the structure of ORG-UNITs is 
hierarchical and applies to a hierarchical structure of access control, is merely the 
discovery of a new property of the hierarchical structure of access control of Olds 
'415 and Ricardo '90 in combination. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick J.D. Santos whose telephone number is 571-272-2048. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571-272-2043. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Patrick J.D. Santos 
November 12, 2004 




SAFET METJAHIC 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



